III. REMARKS 

Claims 1-5 and 8-10 are pending in this application. By this amendment, claims 1, 
9 and 10 have been amended. This reply is being submitted in response to the Final 
Office Action of August 22, 2007 and is being submitted concurrently with a Request for 
Continuing Examination (RCE). Applicants do not acquiesce in the correctness of the 
rejections and reserve the right to present specific arguments regarding any rejected 
claims not specifically addressed. Furthermore, Applicants reserve the right to pursue the 
full scope of the subject matter of the original claims in a subsequent patent application 
that claims priority to the instant application. Reconsideration in view of the following 
remarks is requested. 

Claims 9 and 10 are objected to because of informalities related to improper form 
of dependent claims. In response, Applicants have amended claims 9 and 10. 
Accordingly, Applicants request withdrawal of the objections. 

Claim 10 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 for allegedly being directed to non- 
statutory subject matter. Claims 1-6 and 8-10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being anticipated by Talati et al. (US Patent No. 5,903,878), hereinafter "Talati", in view 
of Rosen (US Patent No., 6,336,095), hereinafter "Rosen" and in view of Weisman et al. 
(US Patent No. 7,171,475), hereinafter "Weisman". 
A. Rejection of Claim 10 under 101 

With regards to the rejection of claim 10 under 35 U.S.C. §101, Applicants have 
amended claim 10 to now include, inter alia, an explicit (inter) relationship between the 
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computer readable medium and a computer. Applicants contend that claim 10, as now 
written, is clearly directed to statutory subject matter, under §101. Accordingly, 
Applicants request withdrawal of the rejection. 
B. Rejection of Claims 1-5 and 8-10 under 103(a) 

These rejections are defective because the Talati, Rosen and Weisman taken in 
combination, or individually, do not disclose each and every feature set forth in the 
claims as required under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

Claim 1, as amended, now recites: 

A computerized method for protecting an identifier of a subscriber, during data 
transfer between a service provider and a content provider, when said subscriber 
sends a request to said service provider to obtain data belonging to said content 
provider, said computerized method comprising the steps of: 

upon reception of said subscriber request by said service provider for each 
new subscriber session: 

dynamically generating for each new session an encrypted token 
using said identifier of said subscriber, wherein a lifetime of the encrypted 
token is a user session lifetime, the generating using one of a symmetric 
and asymmetric encryption algorithm comprising: 
determining a separator (S); 
determining a time varying value (T); 
concatenating the subscriber identifier with T in a string 
such that the subscriber identifier and T are separated with S; 

encrypting the string with one of a symmetric and 
asymmetric encryption algorithm; and, 

transmitting said subscriber request and said encrypted 
token to said content provider; 
upon reception by said service provider of a SOAP certification request 
comprising an encrypted token, sent by said content provider: 

extracting said encrypted token from said SOAP certification 
request, wherein the encrypted token is in one of the SOAP body and a 
predefined SOAP header; 
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decrypting said extracted encrypted token to determine said 
subscriber identifier using a decryption algorithm corresponding to the 
encryption algorithm; 

checking said determined subscriber identifier; and, 
transmitting a success or failure indication to said content provider 
in a SOAP response to said certification request; 
upon reception of said data belonging to said content provider by 
said service provider, transmitting said data belonging to said content 
provider to said subscriber. 

Talati fails to disclose, inter alia, the features of a "dynamically generating an 
encrypted token using said identifier of said subscriber, the generating using one of a 
symmetric and asymmetric encryption algorithm comprising: determining a separator 
(S); determining a time varying value (T); concatenating the subscriber identifier with T 
in a string such that the subscriber identifier and T are separated with S." {see e.g., 
claim 1 and similarly claimed in claims 9 and 10). 

In rejecting claim 1, the Office impliedly admits this deficiency in Talati because 
in the Office Action the Examiner turns instead to Rosen and alleges that "Rosen teaches 
determining a separator (S); determining a time varying value (T); concatenating the 
subscriber identifier with T in a string such that the subscriber identifier are separated 
with S [Fig. 2, filed 10, 34, 48, 56 separated with field 12-16, 50-54]." Office Action, 
item 5, page 6. 

Applicants have reviewed Rosen, both the cited section and figure, and in its 
entirety, and fail to see a "determining" step; a "string"; nor a "concatenating" step as 
those terms are understood by one of ordinary skill in the art. Rosen contrastingly depicts 
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in figure 2, and explains in general at column 4, line 40 through column 7, line 60, a 
ticket 8 (i.e., not a "string") which is composed of six major sections (i.e., Identifier 10, 
Components 12, Issuer Signature 14, Issuer Certificate 16, Transfer History 18, and 
Sender Signatures 20). In other words, there is no concatenation of a string in Rosen, 
with or without a determined Separator, as in the claimed invention. Rosen merely 
entails a ticket that has various fields thereof In other words, there is no determining of a 
separator for the purposes of separating a time varying value (T) from the subscriber 
identifier in a concatenated string in Rosen. Further, neither Weisman, nor Talati, 
remedy this glaring deficiency found in Rosen. The Office has not met the burden in 
making a prima facie case of obviousness in rejecting claim 1. In view of the foregoing, 
Talati in view of Rosen and in view of Weisman does not disclose each and every feature 
of claim 1 . 

With respect to independent claims 9 and 10, as explained above with regards to 
claim 1, Applicants submit that the cited combination (i.e., Talati, Rosen, and Weisman) 
does not disclose similarly claimed features of independent claims 9 and 10. 
Accordingly, Applicants respectfully request withdrawal of the rejections. 

With respect to dependent claims 2-5 and 8, Applicants submit that these claims 
are allowable based on their dependency from allowable independent claims. The 
dependent claims are also believed to be allowable based for their own additional 
features. 
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IV. CONCLUSION 

In light of the above remarks, Applicants respectfully submit that all claims are in 
condition for allowance. Should the Examiner require anything further to place the 
application in better condition for allowance, the Examiner is invited to contact 
Applicants' undersigned representative at the number listed below. 

Respectfully submitted, 



Date: October 22, 2007 /Joseph J. Christian/ 

Joseph J. Christian 
Reg. No.: 51,560 

Hoffman, Warnick & D'Alessandro LLC 
75 State Street, 14 th Floor 
Albany, New York 12207 
(518) 449-0044 
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